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otherwise than the interpretation of the Court, though Chapter
it is doubtful if this could be done when litigation    	1
depending on the meaning of a statute was pending so
as to oust the jurisdiction of the court.1 The Irish Free
State aflords an example of legislation to declare that
the Copyright Act, 1911, must be deemed to have been
in force in the State during a period when its existence
as law there was denied by the Supreme Court At the
same time proceedings in respect of infringement of
copyright in that period were forbidden on the score of
Article 43 in the constitution which forbids Parliament
to declare acts to be infringements of the law which
were not so at the date of their commission.2 But in
the Constitution (Amendment No. 17) Act, 1931, when
the question was one of punishing ex post facto offences
against the government of the day, the provisions of
Article 43 were deliberately overridden. Yet it is fairly
clear that its purpose was to apply not to civil rights
but to criminal law, and that its use in a civil issue
was unconstitutional.
Another limitation which is apparently suggested as
possible by the Privy Council in Croft v. Dunpky3 is
the view that a Dominion is not conceded the right by
the Imperial Parliament to legislate contrary to inter-
national law. The issue was not decided in that case,
for the Council held that the terms of the customs
legislation impugned were in accordance with inter-
1	Kerr, Law of the Australian Constitution, p. 33. In Smith v. City of
London (1909), 20 O.L.R. 133, it was laid down that the province could
stop any litigation once begun and any future litigation on a stated
subject.
2	The Copyright (Preservation) Act, 1929, Sections 1 and 4; Perform-
ing Right Society, Ltd. v. Bray Urban Council, [1930] A.C. 377.
3	(1932), 48 T.L.R. 652.

